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Capacity Annual 
Facility class avg. 1988 

MARSHALL REGION 

Jackson Co. SLF A 10,760 10,096 
McLeod Co. SLF A 110,739 178,910 
Big Stone Co. SLF A 18,260 8,432 
Lyons SLF A 57,037 57,991 
Tostenson Gabrielson SLF A 43,421 35,058 
Pipestone SLF A 45,575 44,359 
Redwood Co. SLF A 25,370 23,127 
Kandiyohi Co. SLF A 65,477 61,394 
Murray Co. SLF A 13,093 12,987 
Rock Co. SLF A 22,373 24,723 
Renville Co. SLF B 30,307 24,649 
Nobles Co. SLF B 39,833 44,821 
Cottonwood SLF B 14,826 19,334 
Lenzen SLF B 20,723 8,181 
Meeker Co. SLF C 13,777 7,929 
City of Benson SLF C 12,232 12,837 
Lincoln Co. SLF D 165 30 

REGIONAL 'IDrAL 574,858 

ROCHESTER REGION 

Red Wing SLF A 21,691 7,977 
Watonwan Co. SLF A 37,702 48,860 
Tellijohn SLF A 75,846 112,389 
Waseca Co. SLF A 42,633 44,921 
Rice Co. SLF A 104,153 135,396 
Faribault Co. SLF A 49,112 64,690 
Ponderosa SLF A 167,334 177,374 
Sun Prairie (Reak) SLF B 6,105 1,248 
Dodge Co. SLF B 12,653 13,302 
Albert Lea SLF B 109,491 144,130 
Brown Co. SLF C 52,454 42,477 
Steele Co. SLF C 92,547 92,841 
Winona SLF C 112,025 112,269 
Ironwood SLF D 74,027 
Wabasha Co. SLF D 17,215 18,290 
Sibley Co. SLF D 10,549 
Goodhue Co-op SLF D 11,078 
Houston Co. SLF D 27,538 
Red Rock SLF D 29,218 
Hansen SLF D 30,026 
Gofer SLF D 31,538 
Adams SLF D 2,192 
Olmsted Co. SLF D 231,653 

REGIONAL TOI'AL 1,016,165 



-10-

Reports from the different classes of facilities are presented below: 

Facility class 
A 
B 
C 
D 

1988 waste receipts 
(c.y.) 
5,524,679 
1,012,258 
2,447,068 

857,447 

Annual average 
(c.y.) 
4,089,718 

991,252 
3,192,687 
2,640,050 

As smaller facilities have closed in recent years, larger facilities have been 
able to take the extra waste. However, the presentation of statewide data does 
not reflect some regional differences. The greatest difference between capacity 
and need is in the metro region. 

Facility class 
A 
B 
C 
D 

Metro region facilities 

1988 waste receipts 
(c.y.) 
3,929,967 

0 
1,483,903 

201,698 

Annual average 
(c.y.) 
2,631,089 

0 
1,857,445 
1,525,848 

The large metro region landfills that have more capacity are now handling most 
of the waste that is landfilled within the region. The landfills that have the 
greatest remaining capacity received wastes in 1988 at a rate 50 percent greater 
than their ten-year average. The rate of waste receipts is increasing at the 
landfills that have the most capacity. 

Solid waste incinerators have recently begun to ease some of the pressure on 
landfill capacity. Incinerator operators' reports to the MPCA show that the 
following anounts of waste were burned. 

Year 
1987 
1988 
1989 

Waste 
burned 

706,599 c.y. 
1,233,520 c.y. 
2,072,923 c.y. 

Per cent of 
pennitted capacity 

24.4 
42.6 
33.9 

As incinerators increase their scale of operations, they will handle more of the 
state's solid wastes. Bear in mind also that incinerator shutdowns, whether 
temporary or permanent, imply sharp local increases in the demand for landfill 
capacity. 

The 1988 Legislature banned yard wastes from landfills and resource recovery 
facilities. The ban took effect this year in the metro region. It takes effect 
in 1992 throughout the rest of the state. This ban will ease the demand for 
landfill capacity. It will also increase the demand for yard waste compost 
facility capacity. This demand is now being met by local governments in the 
metro region. 
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The 1989 Legislature passed a series of measures designed to promote recycling. 
The metro region has implemented a variety of recycling programs in the past few 
years. The Metropolitan Council reports that about 250,000 tons were recycled 
during 1988 in the metro region. This amount comes from source separation 
programs . The materials recycled through these programs amount to about 12 
percent of the region's mixed municipal solid wastes. The 1994 goal for all 
metro region recycling programs is 35 percent. The 1994 recycling goal for the 

. rest of the state is 25 percent. 

The MPCA has received reports of about 4,000 tons of materials recycled outside 
the metro region in 1989. These reports come from people seeking pennit-by-rule 
status as recycling facility operators. The reports are incomplete. The MPCA 
is still receiving reports from recycling facility operators, and it will likely 
not be possible until late this year to compile recycling data for Greater 
Minnesota. 

Successful recycling programs will lead to lower demand for landfill space. 
As with yard waste compost programs, the recycling programs' success carries 
with it an increased demand for capacity at recycling facilities. I.Dcal 
govermnents are reported now to be meeting the local demand for recycling 
capacity. However, on a regional or statewide basis, there is some narrative 
evidence that the finns that process recycled materials do not yet have the 
capacity needed to handle the increased supply. 
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3. ECONOMIC OUI'LOOK FOR MINNESorA 

Econometric Forecast 

A statistical model of the Minnesota economy is available for making forecasts 
of selected economic variables . The Department of Revenue and other state 
agencies use this model to forecast the economic impacts of proposed projects, 
laws and rules. 

The table following presents·gross regional product infonnation for Minnesota. 
Output infonnation for individual sectors is also available. 

GROSS REGIONAL PRODUCT BY FINAL DEMAND 
(BILLIONS OF 77 US OOLLARS-RECONCILED WITH VALUE ADDED) 

1981 1982 1983 1984 1985 
HIST HIST HIST HIST HIST 

GRP 1977 $ 39.631 39.388 40.322 44.170 46.152 
PCE-PRICE INDX-77 142.247 150.150 154.981 160.372 164.292 
NOMINAL $ 56.374 59.141 62.491 70.836 75.824 

. 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 
HIST HIST HIST FCST FCST 

GRP 1977 $ 47.983 50.106 51.741 53.288 54.863 
PCE-PRICE INDX-77 168.022 173.411 180.538 189.621 199.365 
NOMINAL$ 80.622 86.889 93.412 101.045 109.378 

1991 1992 1993 1994 1995 
FCST FCST FCST FCST FCST 

GRP 1977 $ 57.720 57.703 56.361 61.554 67.463 
PCE-PRICE INDX-77 210.536 224.346 236.311 246.678 258.104 
NOMINAL $ 121.521 129.454 133 .188 151.842 174 .125 

1996 1997 1998 1999 2000 
FCST FCST FCST FCST FCST 

GRP 1977 $ 71.397 73.854 75.037 77. 396 79.926 
PCE-PRICE INDX-77 271.928 287.762 302.048 312.332 326.843 
NOMINAL $ 194.148 212.524 226.648 241. 736 261.232 

CONI'ROL FORECAST MADE 3-28-90 

·l 

l 

I 
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4 . DIRECT COSTS OF SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENr 

A. State Solid Waste Policy Report 

The 1988 State Solid Waste Policy Report included estimates of solid waste 
management costs incurred outside the metro region. The total cost estimate for 
1986 came to about $100 million. Applying the same methodology to the metro 
region yields a $166 million total cost estimate. Minnesota's population in 
1986 was 4.2 million. This means solid waste management costs per capita were 
estimated at about $63. 

Statewide gross output in 1986 was $80.6 billion. The Policy Report's estimate 
of solid waste management costs amounts to about·0.3 percent of total output. 

B. Facility Operating Reports 

The facility operating reports for 1989 have information on the rates charged 
for solid waste processing and disposal services. Not all operators had sent in 
their reports when this report was compiled. However, the sample of reports 
available can be used as the basis for an estimate. 

The MSW land disposal facilities for which reports were received handled about 
sixty percent of all landfilled mixed municipal solid wastes. These facilities 
have rates that apply to different units of waste received. Packer trucks carry 
ITDSt waste to landfills, so the estimates made here assmne that the rate charged 
to packer trucks applies to all waste. 

Bear in mind that some people haul their own waste to landfills. These wastes 
are not as dense as the wastes hauled in packer trucks. This means that the 
cost estimate based on the packer truck rate probably understates actual total 
costs. The difference probably does not amount to much, since few people haul 
their own wastes. 

Landfill operators in 1988 reported handling 9.9 million cubic yards of waste. 
The 1989 operating reports had a weighted average rate for packer trucks of 
about $11.50 per cubic yard. These charges ranged from $3.75 per cubic yard to 
$20 per cubic yard. If the amount of landfilled wastes did not change much from 
1988 to 1989 and if the distribution of charges at the non-reporting facilities 
is similar to the distribution for reported charges, the total costs of land 
disposal in 1989 can be estimated: 

9.9 million cubic yards X $11.50 = $113.85 million 

Similar methods can be used to estimate costs for derolition landfills and 
resource recove.r:y facilities: 

Demolition waste landfills 

1.4 million cubic yards X $3.40 = $4.9 million 

Resource recove.r:y facilities 

2.6 million cubic yards X $18.00 = $46.8 million 
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No rates vvere reported for the industrial waste land disposal facilities. 
Industrial facilities are run by private firms to handle the wastes from each 
individual finn's production activities. Industrial facility permittees do not 
charge rates because they do not accept wastes from outside the finn. Still, 
facility developnent, operation, and long-tenn care are costly activities. If 
it is assumed that industrial facility costs have the same distribution as MSW 
facility costs, then total costs can be estimated: 

0.9 million cubic yards X $11.50 = $10.35 million 

Total estimated costs (in$ millions) for all permitted and reporting facilities 
add up to: 

mixed municipal solid waste 
demolition waste 
resource recovery 
industrial waste 

$ 113.85 
4.90 

46.80 
10.35 

$ 175.90 

This amounts to a total cost per capita of about $41. 

This estimate leaves unaccounted about twelve percent of the solid waste 
generated. These are the wastes that are recycled, composted or exported to 
neighooring states. The Metropolitan Council has reported regional recycling 
costs of $66 per ton and yard waste composting costs of $44 per ton. Near 
Minnesota's borders, sane solid wastes are taken to other states because land 
disposal facility charges are lower. The MPCA has no data on specific 
out-of-state disposal fees. Assume, for estimating purposes, that out-of-state 
charges are half the Minnesota average. Total cost estimates (in$ millions) 
for the unreported part of the Minnesota's solid wastes are: 

Waste tYP9 
recyclables 
compost 
exports 

Total 

Amount 
(million c. y. ) 

1.5 
0.1 
0.3 

Charge rate 
($/c.y.) 

$20 
13 

6 

Total cost 
$30.0 _ 

1.3 
1.8 

$32.1 

Adding this estimate to the estimates based on facility operating reports yields 
a total cost estimate for solid waste processing and disposal of $208 million. 
This amounts to about $48 per capita. 

Collection and Trans:P?rtation 

There is another important component of solid waste management costs. Most of 
Minnesota's solid wastes are taken to processing and disposal facilities by 
private waste hauling finns. These finns pick up wastes from households, 
business finns and other institutions, and take the wastes to permitted 
processing and disposal facilities. Solid waste collection and hauling is a 
relatively labor intensive activity. .It also takes a lot of time. The time and 
labor involved make waste collection and hauling the rrost costly part of the 
total bill for solid waste management. 



-15-

Conventional wisdom has long held that collection and hauling comprise 
80 percent of total solid waste management costs. This assumption has lately 
been changing in response to rising processing and disposal facility costs. 
Some analysts now estimate that the collection and hauling bill has been reduced 
in proportion so that it now comprises 70 percent of total solid waste 
n1a11agement costs. This assumption has not been tested in Minnesota, although 
there is ample evidence that processing and disposal costs are increasing. 

A range can be calculated based on two rather simple limiting assumptions about 
the relation of hauling and collection charges to total costs. For the lower 
end of the scale, assume that collection and hauling charges comprise 70 
per cent of total solid waste management costs. -For the higher end of the 
scale, assume these charges are 80 percent of total costs. The resulting 
estimates are: 

Collection & hauling 
Total cost 

80% 
70% 

Collection & hauling 
Total cost 

80% 
70% 

Solid Waste Management Costs 
($1,000,000s) 

Processing & 
Disposal 
$ 208.0 

208.0 

Collection & 
Hauling 

$ 832.0 
485.0 

Solid Waste Management Costs 
($ per capita) 

Processing & 
Disposal 

$ 48 
48 

Collection & 
Hauling 

$ 193 
113 

Total 
Cost 

$1,040.0 
693.0 

Total 
Cost 

$ 241 
161 

Information about costs has only a limited meaning until it is placed in 
relation to the rest of the state's economy. The solid waste management budget 
must be met from the pool of resources created by general economic activity. 
The estimate of solid waste management costs can be translated into a proportion 
of total economic activity; a measure of the amount of the state's total income 
that is used directly to pay for solid waste management. Gross regional product 
for 1988 was $93.4 billion. Relating solid waste management costs to total 
output yields: 

Solid Waste Management Costs 
(as a percent of gross state product) 

Collection & hauling 
Total cost 

80% 
70% 

Processing & 
Disposal 

0.22 
0.22 

Collection & 
Hauling 

0.89 
0.52 

Total 
Cost. 
1.11 
0.74 
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C. Metropolitan Council Analyses 

The Metropolitan Council has in recent years published regular reports on the 
progress of landfill abatement programs in the region. The Council's findings 
are not properly applied to the rest of the state. Still, these findings can be 
instructive of the re~ationship of solid waste management costs to income and 
output. 

The Council in its 1988 waste abatement report est.i.mated regional solid waste 
management costs at: $69.6 million for processing and disposal, $115.5 million 
for collection and hauling, and $185.1 million for total costs. This estimate 
is somewhat lower than the est.i.mate derived from facility operating reports 
sul::mitted to the MPCA. 

Part of the difference is explained by noting that the Council's report focused 
on the MSW stream. The analysis did not include est.i.mates for industrial or 
demolition waste management costs. Facility operating reports indicate that 
industrial and demolition wastes comprise about 18 percent of the metro region's 
solid wastes. So the total cost estimate derived from facility operating 
reports begins from a larger base. 

Another source of difference is in the rates used to calculate the total costs. 
Recall that the total cost est.i.mate based on facility operating reports is made 
by using an average of reported 1989 fees. The 1989 fee data are used because 
1990 is the first year in which the MPCA has received statewide data on solid 
waste management facility fees. The Council's analysis is based on an average 
of 1988 fees. Narrative reports indicate that solid waste management processing 
and disposal fees have been increasing in recent years, especially in Greater 
Minnesota. 

Finally, the Council's est.i.mates indicate that collection and hauling costs 
comprise about 60 percent of total solid waste management costs. This is rather 
lower than the 70 percent to 80 percent relation assumed in the statewide 
estimate that is based on facility operating reports. When allowances are made 
for all these analytical differences, the two estimates are not very much 
different. 

The forecasting m:xiel that provided the measure of total economic output does 
not make estimates for sub-state regions .. HOVvever, data available from the 
u~s. Corrmerce Department show that the metro region accounts for about 60 
percent of the state's total personal income. Asstnning that output is 
distributed the same as income, economic output for the metro region can be 
estimated at $56 billion. The Council's estimate of $185 million in solid waste 
management costs am:::,unts to 0.33 percent of estimated regional output. This is 
a little less than half of the lOVver bound estimate for statewide solid waste 
management costs. It is nearly the same proportion of total output that was 
estimated in the State Solid Waste Policy Report. 

D. Estimates from Cost of Living Analyses 

The Legislative Auditor's Office in 1988 analyzed cost of living patten1S 
throughout the state. The analysis was made to detennine regional differences 
in living costs. 
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This study assumed that refuse collection costs comprised 0.26 percent of the 
typical household budget in Minnesota. This estimate is still lower than the 
estimate derived from facility operating reports. Some of the difference is 
explained by the source of the cost of living study data. The cost of living 
study used methods originally developed in Florida in 1987. Although a number 
of items in the "market basket" were adjusted to agree with data from Minnesota, 
the refuse collection item was held constant. So the cost of living study 
assumed a value for refuse collection that waste estimated in Florida in 1987. 

The value assumed for·household refuse collection costs thus has no strong 
connection to the solid waste management cost estimates derived from facility 
operating reports. However, the cost of living study does provide an indication 
that the estimates based on facility operating reports are not ridiculously low. 
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5. INDIRECT COSTS OF SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT 

Section 3 presented estimates of direct solid waste management costs. These 
are the costs incurred at solid waste processing and disposal facilities for 
operations, maintenance, and debt service. There are other costs associated 
with solid waste management that are not related directly to facility 
operations. These costs are associated with public sector solid waste 
management programs. Some of these programs offer financial incentives to solid 
waste processing ·and disposal facilities. Other programs are used to correct 
ground water contamination problems that are caused by landfill operations. 

This section presents estimates of the indirect costs of solid waste management. 
The information in this section is less complete than the information on direct 
costs. The programs involved are administered by different governments, which 
usually means that information is compiled at different times and under 
different accounting rules. 

The estimates in this section probably understate indirect costs because some 
costs are not even included. For example, the costs of running state and local 
government regulatory and educational programs are not included. 

A. Environmental Response, Compensation and Compliance Fund ( Superfund) 

The state Superfund was established in 1983 to provide rroney for investigation 
and cleanup of contamination incidents. The fund is developed from fees charged 
to finns that generate hazardous wastes and general fund appropriations. The 
MPCA makes annual reports to the ICWM on the Superfund' s status. The 
infonnation in this section is taken fran the status report suhnitted in 
November, 1989. 

The Superfund has been used to address contamination problems at a number of the 
state's MSW land disposal facilities. There are now 56 such facilities on the 
Superfund list. Some of these facilities are also on the federal Superfund 
list. 

Money spent through these programs has so far rrostly come from the federal 
Superfund or from the individuals, finns or institutions identified as 
responsible parties . About $3 . 4 million in federal dollars and $800, 000 in 
state Superfund money have been spent, as·of the end of the 1989 fiscal year. 
Current estimates indicate the state Superfund needs about $100 million over the 
next five years. This expenditure will be needed to address problems at 23 of 
the 56 facilities now on the Superfund list. 

The total costs of paying for landfill cleanups is expected to increase as rrore 
contamination incidents are found and rrore sites are added to the Superfund 
list. The MPCA estimates that the final bill for the 56 sites now on the 
Superfund list will be between $140 million and $253 million. 
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B. Metropolitan Landfill Contingency Action Fund (MLCAF) 

The MLCAF was established in 1984. This fund is developed from the proceeds of 
user fees charged at metro area landfills. 'I1he fee was originally $0. 25 per 
cubic yard. The 1989 Legislature increased the fee to $0.50 per cubic yard. 
The .MLCAF is set up to ensure proper closure and postclosure care of metro area 
landfills. The MPCA annually makes a report to the LCWM on the status of the 
MLCAF. Infonnation in this section is taken from the report su.l:mitted for 
fiscal 1989. 

The balance in the fund at the end of the 1989 fiscal year was $6. 7 million. As 
of that date, about $48,000 had been spent on the closure of one facility. 

· Funded activities are expected to increase in the, near ·future, as shown ·in the 
following table. 
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TABLE 4. MLCAF Revenue and Expendi tu.res. 
(Corrected Errata 1989 MLCAF Annual Report) 

FY 1989 FY 1990 FY 1991 FY 1992 FY 1993 
(actual) (est.) (est.) (est.) (est.) 

Balance Forward $5,141,722 $6,746,885 $7,635,848 $8,585,799 $9,753,714 

Prior Year-Adjustnents 7,929 0 Q. 0 0 

Revenue: 
Incane (1)(2) 1,403,925(4) 1,123,043 1,140,525 1,172,993 1,003,995 

Investments · ( 3) 504,626 607,220 687,226 772,722 877,834 

Total Revenue 1,908,551 1,730,263 1,827,751 1,945,715 1,881,829 

Expenditures: 
Minnesota Dept. 
of Health 166,747 120,000 120,000 120,000 120,000 

Minn. Dept. of Revenue 40,800 40,800 40,800 40,800 40,800 

MPCA 
Administrative 99,770 102,000 102,000 102,000 102,000 

Site Closure/ 
Postclosure 
Design & Engineering 4,000 100,000 100,000 -0- 100,000 

Construction, Oper., 
& Maintenance -0- 478,500 . 515,000 515,000 40,000 

Total Expenditures 311,317 841,300 877,800 77_7,800 402,800 

Balance Forward $6,746,885 $7,635,848 $8,585,799 $9,753,714 $11,232,743 

to Next Year 

NJIES: 

(1) , Incane through calendar year 1989 consists of 50 percent of the 
Metropolitan Solid Waste Landfill Fee, which is; a) a $.SO surcharge per 
cubic yard of unprocessed waste deposited in landfills and b) $.25 
surcharge per cubic yard of waste residue deposited in landfills from.an 
energy and resource recovexy facility which produces a volume reduction of 
at least 85 percent from the original volume of waste or a $.50 surcharge 
per cubic yard fran a facility which does not achieve 85% reduction. 
Am::>unts collected under each category of surcharge are estimated based on 
info.I]'(\:3.tion fran the Metropolitan Council and Table 3. Estimates of that 
port.ion of the revenues accrued under the $.25 surcharge may be an 
overestimate because ash fran sane facilities is not currently deposited in 
metro-area landfills and is, therefore, not subject to the surcharge. 
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C. Metropolitan Landfill Abatement Fund (MLAF) 

The MLAF was established in 1984. The fund is developed from the proceeds of 
user fees charges at metro area landfills. The fee was originally $0.25 per 
cubic yard. The 1989 Legislature raised this fee to $1.50 per cubic yard. The 
Metropolitan Council uses the .MLAF to provide technical and financial assistance 
to regional landfill abatement programs. The Metropolitan Council makes an 
annual report to the LCWM on the status of the MLAF. The infonnation in this 
section is taken from the expenditures and activities report for fiscal 1989. 

The Metropolitan Council report provides a history of grant program activities 
and an estimate of future needs . 

Fiscal Year 

1986 
1987 
1988 
1989 
1990 (projected) 
1991 (projected) 

Total Awards 

$ 248,680 
848,814 

1,042,519 
2,184,913 
3,927,095 
4,751,030 

The balance of the MLAF at the end of fiscal 1989 was about one million dollars. 
Fee proceeds are expected to increase over the next two year. Fee income is 
estimated at $3.9 million in 1990 and $5.1 million in 1991. 

D. Select Conmittee on Recycling and the Envirornnent (SCORE) 

This conmittee recomnended a series of legislative proposals which resulted in 
the 1989 Legislature's passage of comprehensive recycling laws. These statutes 
put in place a recycling program for the entire state. Financial incentives are 
a substantial part of this program. 

The incentive programs are paid for from the proceeds of a sales tax on solid 
waste collection services. The sales tax is expected to raise about $20 million 
a year. County governments share about $14 million of the sales tax proceeds. 
These block grants are to be used to pay for local recycling programs. 

E. Capital Grants 

The Office of Waste Management (™M) administers a series of capital grant and 
loan programs. This Capital Assistance Program (CAP) is funded by the sale of 
state bonds. CAP funds are given to municipalities that build and operate solid 
waste management facilities other than landfills. The cmM has received 
appropriations since 1980 totaling $24.2 million. Qualified municipalities have 
received $12.8 million in grants and $2 million in loans. The OWM has received 
applications for another $10.7 million in grants. 
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F. Indirect Cost Overview 

Indirect costs have historically not a:rrounted to a substantial part of the total 
costs of solid waste managenent. The indirect costs reported for 1988 amount to 
a bit less than one percent of estimated total direct costs. The indirect costs 
of solid waste manage:nent amounted in 1988 to about 0.06 percent of total demand 
from the state and local governrnent sectors. 

These proportions are expected to increase throughout the short term. New funds 
will be available this year to local governments through the new statewide 
canprehensive recycling program. Cleanup efforts are proceeding at some 
Superfund sites and will be needed at other sites. The demand for both 
recycling program support and cleanup activities is more likely to strengthen 
than weaken, which means indirect costs will probably increase absolutely and 
relative to total economic output. · 
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6. SOLID WASTE RESPONSIBILITIES AND AUI'HORITIES 

Solid waste management facilities are subject to an interlocking network of 
goverrnnental authorities. Sane authorities regulate, others develop plans, 
others administer subsidy programs. The table following presents infonnation on 
the different government agencies that influence solid waste management. 



SCUD \.lAST£ RESP061811 IIIES JIW f.UllU<ll lt.5 
IN MUiUOTA (July 11. 1~) 

wast.e 
~- t-'etro Kl fletro HO'l-iretro SJI. Hc]nt. Irrlian landfill 

l«.A Board r.rurcn MICA Ca.rlties Crunties Districts IDC's Cities Tew1shi.e_s Reservatioos rutrorities Misce11ane<llS 

l. Siting of solid X X X X X X (\.l.W) )( X X X x(fed. lands U.S. 
W1ste facnities (intrinsic (redi- (if forest Service) 

suitability) atkn) recessary) 

2. Preparing sol fd X X X X X X (\.lS9J) X X 

W3Ste plans (joint state (joint 
plan) state 

X plan) 
(federal R:RA 
plM) 

3. Review/approva 1 of 
ro.m ty so H d waste 
plans 
a. rretro ccmtl es X 

b. 001-netro X X 
ro.mties 

4. Solid waste 
nanagme,t dfstricts 
a • r-eq..iested X X X X 
b. approval 

l. iretro amties X x( reports to \.M3) 
2. naHreb'o ccmties X 

5. lnt>1mmtaticn, X X .. X (\.lS9J) I 
X X X X N 

<W'ling/~ating .i::. 

solid waste facilities I 

6. flew central X X X (\.l.SS)) X 
iffl)letmtaticn 
a. crdinances (approval) 

1. netro ccmtles x( reports to ',M3) 
2. naHreb'o ccmties X 
3. Sw-t districts X 

b. crdinances ( adq>ted) X X X X X 

7. Permitting of: 
a. COTl)OSt facilities x l( X X l( (Amy Caps. 
b. land disposal X X X X [lJR - if prwosed 
c. incineraticn X X X X X facility is in a 

facilities fl oodp 1 a in. soore 1 and 
d. transfer statlcns X X ~ )( x(zming) X CT -..etland) 
e. ti re f acrn ti es X X X X )( 



--,.;:,~. ~ ~••cuu~1-,11;~ .J•"•~' -- -- -- --·· ------ --
WCA Board Can::11 MICA Ca.rlties Camties Districts roe's Cities To,,nshi~ Reservatims Arthorities Mt scell anerus 

8. Req.ri re ff nancia 1 X X X X X 

respcnsibili r;y 

9. Se-vice charges for X X X X X (',lSg)} X X X X 

solid \leSte managBIB'lt 
(taxes. levies. tipping fees 
or surcharges) 

10 .Enforcarent of solid 
Wiste rules 
a. legal actfcn X x (tires. plaming) X X X (',lSg)) x( initiate) 
b. inspecticns X X (tires) X X X )( X ~ 

U.Reg.i1aticn of 
sol id \\9S te 
a. rule X X x(polky X (\.l.$9l) 
b. ordinance plan) X X X X X 

12.~ticn of X X X (\.l.$9)) X X X X x(Dept. of 
@a tarent pr-ocJ'"ifflS Mninistraticn) 

13.Reg.llaticn of X x(flo,, X X X (w..59)) X X X X x(Dept. of 
recycling . cmtro1) Mnini strati en) 

14.SoHd WlSte 

9""ants /1 oans 
a. plaming X X (thrOJgh 
b. capital X X X iba tara1 t I 

N 
expenditures (statewide) 451.lrcharges) u, 

c. erucaticn X X I 

d. 1mrxet developrmt X X 

15.Reg.llaticn or X X X x(~) X X x(r«.C i111>1arentatim} 
inp16181tat1cn of 
sewage s hrlge 
procyans (as 
relates to 
coq:,osting) 

16.Certificate of X X X 

need 

17 .Tecmkal 
assistance 
a. p.blic X X X X X X X X X X x(Office of Envirmrmtal 

ech:aticn Resalrces Oeveloprmt--OTID) 

b. tecmo 1 ogy X X l( X X X X 
transfer 

c. ~toµrmt of X X X l( X X X X 
legislaticn 

d. eccronic/ffliirket X X X 
~veloplBlt 
progri111 

x(Office of fnvirmrenta1 X 
Resrurces Oeve 1 cµtffl t-OTID) 
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7. COST ESTIMATES FOR FIVE DISPOSAL FACILITY.MODELS 

TI'?PING FEES: 

~X!STING TIPPING FEES VARY FROM ZERO FOR'COUNTY-OWNEO LANDFILLS SUBSIDIZED BY 

PROPERTY TAXES TO A RANGE OF $1.50 to $10.00 PER CUBIC YARD AT FACILITIES USING 

A TIPP ING FEE. 

BASED ON REVISED RULES, TIPPING FEES WOULD NEED TO INCREASE TO PROVIDE FOR 

CLOSURE/?OSTCLOSURE CARE/CONTINGENCY COSTS AS WELL AS THE LINER/COVER DESIGN 

CHANGES AND MON!TORIN~ CHANGES. 

AS AN EXAMPLE, A 45-ACRE FILL AREA (ON A 100 ACRE PROPERTY) WOULD RESULT IN THE 

FOLLOWING TIPPING FEE {EXCLUDING PROFIT, LOCAL CHARGES) • 

.. .. 
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·. 
COST -

I I. CLOSURE {ASSUME ON·:..SITE CLAY) $ 1,178.260 .. 00 

POSTCLOSURE CARE (INCLUDES LEACHATE II. 
TREATMENT) $ 4,838,700.00* 

Im. CONTINGENCY ACTION CAPITAL $1,481,270.00 •.. 
OPERATION $ 1,291,020.00*y . 

I IV. LINER/LEACHATE COLLECTION $ 5,072,800.00 

I 
V. OPERATIONS {INCLUDES MONITORING, 

LEACHATE TREATMENT) $15,448,400.0Q'll'il'~ 

VI. OTHER SITE CAPITAL COSTS ( INCLUDES 
HYDROGEOLOGIC STUDY) $ 681,300 .. 00 

TOTAL TIPPING FEE 

I ,. ASSUH.ES 20-YEAR POSTCLOSURE CARE PERIOD @ $241,940/YR 
'lirT ASSUMES 20-YEAR CONTINGENCY PERIOD@ $64,550/YR 

COST/Y03 

$ 0.46 

$ 1.90 

$ 0.58 
$ 0.51 

$ 2.00 

S 6.08 

S 0.27 

Sll .80/YD3 

**• ASSUMES 42-YEAR OPERATING LIFE@ $367,820/YR 

I . 
THE FOLLOWING ASSUMPTIONS SHOULD BE RECOGNIZED IN EVALUATING THE TIPPING FEE OF 

I 
Sll .S0/YO3 : 

I 
l. ASSUMES A NEW SITE WITH SUFFICIENT TIME ro·coLLECT FUNDS. 

I 
( DOES NOT ACCOUNT FOR INFLATION, EARNINGS OF SIT-ASIDE FUNDS, OR THE FACT 

TiiAT COSTS DECREASE OVER TIME DUE TO STABILIZATION OF THE FILL. 

3. CONTINGENCY ACTION COSTS ARE VERY SIT£-SPECIF!C AND COULD COST CONSIDERABLY· 

MORE TliAH ESTIMATED. 

( .... 
•.:::::-I 

I 
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4. COST ESTIMATES ARE BASED ON VALUES RECEIVED ON PROJECT BIDS ANO ENGINEERING 

ESTIMATES. 



I 
I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
I 

I 
I 
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EXISTING LANOF1LL A 

ORIGINALLY 20 ACRE FILL ON A 25 ACRE PARCEL. 

THE SITE HAS BEEN IN OPERATION 15 YEARS WITH 5 YEARS (121,000 Y03) REMAINING 
LIFE .. 

THERE ARES ACRES TO SE FILLED. 

FINAL COVER HAS B;fN PLACED ON 10 ACRES .. 
.. 

TWO MONITORING WELLS EXIST AT THE SITE. 

COST 

I. CLOSURE (10-MILE HAUL) s 350,000.00 

11. POSTQ.OSURE CARE (INCLUDES LEACHATE 
TREATMENT) s 820,000.00* 

l l I. CONTINGENCY ACTION CAPITAL S 1,481,000.00 
OPERATION S 1,291,000. 00* 

IV. LINER/LEACHATE COLLECTION s 653,000.00 

v. OPERATIONS (INCLUDES MONITORING, 
LEACHATE TREATMENT) s 425,000.00 

VI. OTHER SITE CAPITAL COSTS (INCLUDES 
HYDROGEOLOGIC STUDY) s 193,000.00 

.. . TOTAL TIPPING FEE 

* ASSUMES POSTCl.OSURf PERIOD OF 20 YEAAS@ $41,000/YR 
CONTINGENCY PERIOD OF 20 YEARS i S64,5SO/YR 

COST /YD3 

S 2.90 

S 6.80 

S12. 30 
Sl0.70 

S 5.40 

S 3.50 

S 1.60 

S43.20/YD3 

THIS.COST .COULD BE REDUCED NOTICABLY IF A VARIANCE WERE GIVEN ON THE NEED.FOR A 
LI NER/LEAOiATE COLLECTION SYSTEM. . 

LANDFILL A ON A VOLUME BASIS WOULD REPRESENT EXISTING LANDFILLS SUOi AS: 

l .. MAPLE 
2. FARIBAULT COUNTY 
3.. ROCK COUNTY 
4. RENVILLE COUNTY (ONLY ONE PROJECTED TO CLOSE IN ABOUTS YEARS) 
5. LINOALA 

I 
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EXISTING LANDFILL B 
(•TYPICAL• MINNESOTA LANDFILL) 

ORIGINALLY 20 ACRE FILL AREA ON 25 ACRE PARCEL. 

OPERATING 15 YEARS REMAINING CAPACITY FOR 12 YEARS (356,400 Y03). 

ACCEPTS 29,000 yo3 EACH YEAR. 

THERE ARE 11 ACRES TO BE FILLED • . ., 
•., 

FINAL COVER PLACED ON 5 ACRES. 

TWO MONITORING WELLS EXIST AT SITE. 

I. O..OSURE (10-MILE HAUL) 

II. POSTO..OSURE CARE (l NCLUDES LEACHATE 
TREATMENT) 

Ill. CONTINGENCY ACTION CAPITAL 
OPERATION 

IV. LINER/LEACHATE COLLECTION 

v. OPERATIONS (INClUOES MONITORING, 
LEACHATE TREATMENT) 

VI. OTHER CAPITAL COSTS (INCLUDES 
HYOROGEOLOGlC STUOY) 

COST 

s 495,000.00 

S 1,502,000.00* 

S 1,481,000.00 
S l,291,000.00* 

S 1,534,000.00 

S 1,619,760.00 

., 
9 s 221,000.00 

TOTAL TIPPING FEE 

* POSTCLOSURE PERIOD OF 20 YEARS 9 $75,100/YR 
· CONTINGENCY PERIOD OF 20. YEARS@ $64,500/YR 

LANDFILl BON A VOLUME BASIS WOULD RfPRESENT LANDFILLS SUCH AS: 

1.. IRON RANGE 
2. KORF BROTHERS 
3.. RED WING 
4 .. KANABEC 
S. NORTHWOODS 

COST/'(03 

S 1.39 

S 4.21 

S 4.20 
S 3.62 

$_4.30 

S 4.54 

S 0.62 

S23.00/Y03 



I 
I 
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EXISTING LANDFILL C 

I ORIGIN~LY 50 ACRE FILL ON 70 ACRE PARCEL. 

I THE SITE HAS BEEN OPERATING 10 YEARS ANO HAS 20 YEARS {1,411,700 Y03) OF 
REMAINING CAPACITY.. . 

I THERE ARE 3s ACRES To BE FILLED. 

FINAL COVER HAS BEEN PLACED ON 10 ACRES. 

I THREE MONITORING wfLLs EXIST AT SITE. 

I. Ct.OSURE (10-MI LE HAUL) 

I IL POSTO..OSURE CARE (INCLUDES LEACHATE 
TREATMENT) 

I II L CONTI NG ENCY ACTl ON CAPITAL 
OPERATION 

I IV. LlNER/LEACHATE COLLECTION 

I 
V. OPERATIONS (INCLUDES MONITORING, 

LEAOiATE TREATMENT) 

VI. OTHER CAPITAL COSTS (INCLUDES 
HYOROGEOLOGIC STUDY) 

COST 

S 1,307,000.00 

S 3,856,000.00* 

S 1,481,000.00 
S 1,291,000 .. 00* 

S 5,639,000.00 

S 6,329,600 .. 00 

s 257,000.00 

•"roTAL TIPPING FEE 
t 
I 
I 

* POSTO..OSURE PERIOD OF 20 YEARS i $192,800/YR 
CONTINGENCY PERIOD OF 20 YEARS i $64,500/YR 

I 
LANDFILL.CON A VOLUME BASIS WOULD REPRE~ENT LANDFILLS SUCH AS: 

. l. POLK COUNTY 

I 
I 

2. LINDENFELSER 
3. GREATER MORRISON 
4. BE CXER COUNTY 

COST /YD3 

$ 0.93 

S 2.73 

S·l.05 
S 0.92 

S 3.99 

S 4. 48 

S 0.18 

Sl4.28/YD3 

,·. 
\ 

i 

,.•-' 
"' .. ~ 
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EXISTING LANDFILL D 

CAPACITY BASED ON CERTIFICATE OF NEED (CON). 

HAS BEEN OPERATING 10 YEARS RECEIVES CON FOR 1o·YEARS. 

HAS FILLED 10 ACRES OF WHIOi 5 ACRES HAS BEEN COVERED. 

WILL FILL 10 MORE ACRES DURING CON PERIOD. 

FILL CAPACITY fQR NEXT 10 YEARS EQUALS 242,000 CUBIC YARDS. 

COST 

I. CLOSURE (10-MILE HAUL) s ' 508,~00.00 

IL POSTCLOSURE CARE (INCLUDES LEACHATE 
TREATHENT) S 1,334,000.00* 

IIL CONTINGENCY ACTION CAPITAL s -1,481, 000 .. qo 
OPERATION S 1,291,000 .. 00* 

I y. L!HER/LEAOiATE COLLECTION 
( 10-MI LES HAUL) S l, 169,000. 00_ 

v. OPERATIONS (INCLUDES MONITORING, 
LEACHATE TREATMENT) S 1,253,800.00 

VI. OTHER CAPITAL COSTS (INCLUDES 
HYDROGEOLOG1C STUDY) s 203.,400.00 

.. .. 

TOTAL TIPP ING FEE 

* POSTQ..OSURE CARE P~RIOO OF 20 YEARS @ S66; 700/YR 
CONTINGENCY ACTION PERIOD OF 20 YEARS @· S64,500/YR 

COST ;yo3 

S 2.10 

S 5 .. 51 

S 6.12 
S 5.33 

S 4.83 

S 5.18 

S 0.84 

S29.90/YD3 

I/' 

-
···-
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